INSTALLATION RESTORATION PROGRAM

LANDFILL LF-023 SOURCE CONTROL
PROPOSED REMEDIAL ACTIQN PLAN
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
The U.S. Air Force is proposing a remedial action
plan, referred to as the preferred alternative, to

' address Landfill' LF-023 contaminant source control
(i.e., soil and landfilled waste) as part of
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) activities at
Plattsburgh Air Force Base (AFB) (Figure 1). This
Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP)
recommends a method

source material dssociated with Landfill LF.023,

highlighted in bold print and defined in the enclosed

~ glossary. TromEe T
This PRAP addresses source contamination believed
to originate from previous waste disposal activities — =~ T~
at Landfill LF-023 (Figure 2).” " Landfill LF-023,
reportedly active from 1966 to 1981, primarily
received domestic wastes and construction debris.
A Remedial Investigation (RD conducted at LF-023° =~ ...
identified site contaminants in surface soils’and —. - ~-

of addressing contaminated—— -

r-and sedime_nt _
outh of the landfill-— This PRAP — T
ématives‘v“wﬂf’ylr‘: i

r,”surface--. % -

groundwater,
_from seeps s
 considers the effect source control alt

Section 117(a) of the
; Comprehensive Envir
= Compensation,-and  Lia
Plattsburgh AFB is' publishing this PRAP before
selecting a final remedy to provide an opportunity
" for-public révieW and comment on’ the remédial
' alternatives being considered fori'th’g*s i
"~ — Plattsburgh AFB, in consultation with the U.’s,
... - Evironmental Protection. Ageacy.(USEPAY g2
7= New York State Depart
% Conservation (NYSDEC), will ¢ i
comments-as part 'of selecting’ the remedial
alternative for LF-023 source control” The PRAP -
‘ .conclusions of the

T
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., Summarizes the results and " 1¥ ;. toas Part 360). The p :
"' ‘remedial alternatives evaluated during the described in greater detail in Section 6.0 of this
--Feasibility Study (FS). " Technical terms are _ _ _document. . - . . . R
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+ This cover systeni‘and mionitoriag program would - ="
' meet the relevant and appropriate requirements of - - - "
“Part'360 of the New York’State Solid Waste ~ .-
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closure of solid waste landflls (hereinafter referred: :
referred altérnative is- B
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To help the public partlcxpate in reviewing the
remedial options for the site, this document includes
information about where interested citizens can find
more detailed descriptions of the remedy selection
process and the source control alternatives being
considered for Landﬁll LF-023,

290 THE PUBLIC’S ROLE IN EVALUATING
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES -

Plattsburgh AFB is conductmg a 30-day pubhc:'
comment period, from July 21, 1992 to August 20,
1992, to solicit input totheﬁnalremedxalaltemanve

decision. - Dmngthrscommentpenod,thepubhcrsn__ _

invitéd "to Teview and comment on:this PRAP,’ the,"

Landfill LF-023 Souree Control FS report,. and the,
- LF-023 Rl report avaxlable at the loeatxon hsted

below T Y“ﬂ;f*{ o )
'”’7",,( jl“}‘ i

Plattsburgh Pubhc Library

15 Oak Street-(comer of Oak and Bnnkerho&j Dt

WNY IMI - T SRS UN

ek e e

T (518) 56309217 LT

Library Hours:© ' -
Monday, Wednesday, and Thursday' 9 a.m.

to 8 p.m.

Tuesday, Friday, and Saturday' 9 am.to S5 p. m,

e e e pure e

Repository documents are on reserve (see the
Reference beranan) and photocopymg eqmpment
is available. ‘

21  PUBLIC INFORMATIONAL MEETING AND
PUBLIC HEARING

Plattsburgh AFB will hold a pubhc mformahonal

~ meeting on Tuesday July 21, 1992 at 7:00 p.m.,- at
'~ the Plattsburgh-Air Force Base Hospital, Iocated in in "
Plattsburg,h, New. York, to describe- the preferred
alternatxve and othervalternanves ‘evaluated in. the

FS.;, The pubhc is encouraged to attend‘ithe_meeung

: toﬁhear the: presentatro nd, ask que
,Immediately at'terward. f’lattsburgh -will,
*Bold- a: formnl ‘public. ﬁeanng to, accept spoken A

... comments-on-the -remedial : alternatlxes bexng ~‘;~---0Vﬁ
ntre '\" m‘ o

considéredforl-andﬁltLF-m

‘ Building 100« . Dowe ‘.“f,";_t'
Plattsburgh AFB, NY12903-5000 L e

comment on the remedial plan. Comments will be
recorded and transcribed, and a copy of the
transcript will be added to the Administrative
Record available at Plattsburgh AFB.

22 WRITTEN COMMENTS

If you would like to comment in writing on
Plattsburgh AFB’s preferred alternative, any of the
other remedial alternatives, or other issues relevant: -
to ‘the site remediation, please deliver your;
comments to Plattsburgh AFB’s IRP Public Affaxrs

~ Coordinator at the Public Hearing or mail your’

written comments. (postmarked no later than August
2,199)to: . .

IRPf Publxc Aﬂ’axrs Coordmator - e
BOARW/PA ... ... L

S g e

(518).5657006

P

23 Pu‘rrsnvncn AFB’s Rt-:vm:w 05' leuc

: COMMENT e

Plattsburgh AFB will consider, pubhc comments as
part of the process of reachmg a final dec:sxon on
the most appropnate remedial alternatwe for_
'LF-023 source’ control. Plattsburgh AFBs ﬁnal'
choice will be issued in.a Record of, Decislon_ ~
(ROD) for the site and submxtted to USEPA and
NYSDEC for- review, approval, and mgnature A
Responsiveness Summary, summarrzxng pubhc
comments and Plattsburgh AFB’s responses to the
comments, will be issued with the ROD. Once the -
ROD is signed, it becomes part of the__'_:
Admrmstrahve Record. ’ ‘
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IRP. On November 21, 1989, Plattsburgh AFB wag
included on the National Priorities List of

dous waste sites to be remediated under the
direction of USEPA. '

31 SITE HISTORY

Landfill LF-023, approximately 500 feet wide and
800 feet long, is on the western side of Plattsburgh
AFB, approximately 300 feet from the base
boundary. This i

AFB reportedly received domestic wastes for
disposal from 1966 to 1981, Daily operations
consisted of digging trenches up to 25-feet deep,
spreading and compacting trash (typimlly,ba_g‘g‘é’dl
household garbage), and backfilling wi 2 6-inch’
layer of sandy soil. Hazardoyg wastes were not
routinely disposed of in this landfill; however,
hazardous materials might have bectgi_}ieposig_ed;—

Since operations ceased, vegetation has bcg_un to

. R o
e R T

Several-site invc.(stig'aﬁﬁbiiév" W?—e(e_tédlidl!a’ed at -
"LF023. A nary

Assessmiéaf identificd,

Bnether the site was. potentially contaminated, '

Insection (SI) confirmed the Preseiice’ of
Ontaniination, indudedsoil,wage,and
The SI-indicateduthe '

groundwater sampling,
resenceof viny and other ‘volatilé organic

Presence”of vinyl chloride ;
~ compounds (VOCs) in groundwater east and -
southeast of the landfill, Dichlorobenzene was

detected in one Wwaste sample from the site, -

__Resuurs or THE REMEDIAL mvmnm'ﬁo;v

32
- An RI was. c'ond-ncted:in the fall of 1989 to-
ize the nature and extent of contamination

at LF-023, with supplemental sampling during the
fall of 1990. RI activities included groundwater,
surface soil, sediment, and surface water samplmg.

321, Landfi: Depth and Areaf Exieat

LP023 bas s waceara of spprontely 33000
224710 Had becn déined and it depth' kniowh in

N e

Tl

CEY AT

 sediment samples,

some locations,
difficult to estimate because of the nonuniform

of the landfill and 3 maximum’
depth of 25 feet, the maximum volume of fill in
LF-023 would be approximately 406,000 cubic yards.

322  Nature and Extent of Contamination

Surface and subsurface soil, groundwater, sediment,
surface water, and Waste samples were collected for
chemical analysis t6 evaluate the nature and extent
contamination (see Table 1),

aromatic hydrocarbons: = -
(PAHs),'silver, and polychlorinated bipheriyls: ;
(PCBs) were identified as site surface soil.
contaminants, One waste sample contained ;
1,2-dichlorobenzene. - Gfi)iiliq:\'yége_r;site .

i include four inorganic“eompounds;‘sﬁ

um,ari’efng, u'o?,
nc : ﬁ I 2 .‘... IL
and petroleum hydrocarbons were detected in the

pose a risk to humans and/or
The human health risk
four current-angd’ four”
€Xposure scenarios for LF-023, A]]
health risks were estimated to be
within acceptable USEPA risk limits,
ial future human health risks estimated to be

: A acceptable risk limits must be
addressed through remedial activities: (l)eXstme
to_vinyl chloride in groundwater, (2) exposure-to: - -
éé},c,jnog‘en’i,i;‘"l’hﬁi-Fiﬁi‘s_ite‘§ surface’soil] ‘and

(3) inhalation of ‘Vapor and dusts from"landfll
surface soil.” This PRAP addre:ssm“iaotenualfutnre ‘
human health expdsiires -to*surface’ soil;“potential

bewaddresse _ din a'

bealth exposures togrounduqt
cpifate FS-and PRAP:
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The ecological risk assessment indicated that
current and future effects to terrestrial wildlife may
occur from exposure to surface soil contaminants.
Additionally, toxic effects on aquatic organisms in
the wetland south of the site may occur. This
PRAP addresses ecological risks associated with
surface soil exposures. Potential ecological effects
on aquatic organisms in the wetiand will be
addressed in a separate FS and PRAP.

As discussed, this PRAP only addresses source
control for LF-023. Groundwater, surface water,
“‘and sediment will be addressed in separate FS and
PRAP reports. If the preferred source control
alternative is not implemented, potential future
human health risks and current and potenhal future
ecologml “risks associated with surfaee soil ‘éxposure
would not be redueed. P

Y T

Usmg mformatxon gathered dunng the RI,

Plattsburgh AFB identified remedxal response

obJeeuves for LF-023. ‘These’ mdude

) L Mimm:zepotenualfunu'ehumanhealth

- - - -'and current and future- ecological risks
associated with. exposure to PAHs in
surface soil

2. Minimize potential human health risks
associated with exposure to vinyl chloride
.in groundwater should there be a resxdent
downgradlent “of LF-OB sometune in the
future

3. Minimize potential human health risks
associated with exposure to PAHs in dust
emissions should there be a receptor (ice.,
resident) lmng downgradxent of LF—023 in
the future == - - el

orgamsms assoexated thh exposure to} ‘
:*inorganics'in'wetland’ surface water
downgradlentofLFm N

5 - Minimize mﬁltratlon of- preelpltatxon into ,

T Landilled- waste materials

N
LR TR

19181

; five-year site-reviews as reqmred by the%&aﬁoual—-n i
ol and Hazardous Substance Pollution---- . -

and enhanee evapotranspiration: -

6. Minimize potential for contaminant
migration from waste materials

7. Minimize erosion of existing cover soils

As discussed, remedial response objectives 2 and 4
will be addressed in a separate FS and PRAP,

6.0 PLATTSBURGH AFB’S PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

Plattsburgh AFB’s preferred alternative. (i.e.;
Installation of a Low-Permeability Barrier Cover
System; designatedasAlternatxve3mtheFSreport
and herein) consists primarily of a low-permeability
cover system to achieve the response: objecm"eé
identified .in Section 5.0. LF-OB souree eontrol
wouldbe as follows S T
Emsung vegetanon such as trees: and briish would
bedwed,gmbbed,ch:ppedandre' o?redfromthe
site. The cleared site would be regraded to control
rainwater runoff and minimize erosion:. The
installation of 'a gas’ detection system around” the
landfill would be used to monitor for the presenee
and migration of methane and other landfill gases
after dlosure of LF023. A gas management system
also would be part of the landfill cover mcludmg
venting pipes between a gas~vent1ng SOll layer and
the cover system surface.

The cover’s barrier layer would be, constructed of
low-permeability soil (i.c., a recompacted, fing-
grained soil that is difficult for rainwater to
penetrate) or a synthetic liner to keep ramwatcr or
snowmelt from infiltrating the landfill. The low-
permeability barrier layer is covered by a soil
barrier protection layer to protect the barrier. layer -
from frost or root penetration. Six inches of topsoil .
would._be placed on.top.of the barrier protection
layertoplantgrasswhlchwﬂlmxmm;zesoﬁerosxon R

Apos&dosureplanmﬂbedeve]pgedspeufymgthe
inspection, monitoring, and maintenance. programs
for tie closed landfill to be continued for 30 yéars.

‘These post-closure activitics will be. subject to

NN
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-~ Estimated Total Cost
' $4,574000

- ‘,.,two altemat:ves that PlattsburghAFB eval

Contingency Plan (NCP) when contamination
remains at a site,

. Estimated Time Jor Construction: 4 months
Estimated Time of Operation: 30 years
Estimated Capital Co.rt: $3,586 000

Esttmated Operatwn and Maintenance Costs
,(30 years, net present wonh) $988 000 ;

(30 yedrs,"net present worth);

oSt

Thc pubhc is. also umted % comment o ‘on the othé“'

. Each;altegnanve’_'; bneﬂy desu'ibed below1 Mqre
‘ ‘descript; canbcfoundmthe_FSreport.-
RS LI et O
I B 1 e e e e
R s 0 Acnou R
WY -

= objectives.~ -~

_ The No. Action’, Altematxve (Altemanve l) provules .

'baseline” against' which the other alternatives-e: can;;
bt

N

human’ health and the" environment if rig- remedial
actions’ are taken. ' The No Action” Alternative |,
includes a program to monitor the status of .
groundwater and sirface water*quality, with fivé- ..
= - Year-reviews {0 evaluate ‘how human health and the -
- emvirciiment are protected. This momtonng
program would comply with Part 360 requnements
for long-term monitoring.’ The No Actxon
Alternative would not ‘meet the remedlal mponse.

—= = Estimated Time'| for
bk o 5

E.t timated Operauan and Mamtenance

mondanng well): 3 days .-

,..“’

5;.4

Wed Time gf Qperanon: : years
"?;'Mbm ”m\ [REAFTEN S LIRS YRR |

5;)'4)&”9:{»;;‘ tﬁu PR

i ."ff' T0L

S A G TP

T o

-_'—Jlﬂmm Lot presen Honk)E STBA00)

T AT e T "3 b ':

- 3 Soxlcover

’ - - mpom‘ '"mpl— 'ra'_n'on” . /’ﬁ z.

S. Post-closureplandcvelopmenttomomtor, e

€- compared, and a!so a.ssesses the effects* on . .

Consbucnon (mstallaaon'ofa?:? -

Estimated Total Cost (30 years,
$793,000

net present worth):

72 SITE GRADING AND VEGETATION

ESTABLISHMENT FOR CLOSURE

e — e ~»

This alternative (Alternative 2) is slmxlar to the
preferred alternative except that the cover- System
would consist only of a soil cover’ (i.e., no low-
permeability layer) to support grass growth and
reduce precipitation inifiltrating ta-b “buried-wastes; " -
Thealtemauvewouldbeasfollows'.“f’“»- S

1 Cleanng and grubbmg of the" Slt‘ o Ld

L A-b

: AEED

/t s \‘,- w‘r wfgﬂ

4. Vegetatxon estabhshment to mlnxmxze
' erosion’ of the final- cover*

LA
:M. s

S

Ford

S mmntam,andmspectthe‘site R

it “L...\.u*» N

6. 'Groundwater and Sirface’ u}axgrsmonimﬁng', -

7. ' Five-year site reviem -

Tlns alternatlve would only— s=the=—
infiltration of 1 precipitation through the wastes, and

therefore would not eliminate’ the-potential for’
contaminant migration from wastes to. g:oundwater

E.rtmwted??mefor Conmmwz. 3months"'““" e

1ok e

FE -

L TS [P
and"enhdnce = =TT T

e, e

Esttmgted Operation and: M n,tepan
.(30“ yeé ’,' ?xét pnsent wanh). 3988,000 !
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8.0 SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE
ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

For hazardous waste sites remediated under
CERCLA, the USEPA requires that remedial
alternatives be evaluated using nine criteria. These
nine criteria are used to select a remedy that meets
the national Superfund program goals of protecting
human health and the environment, maintaining
long-term protection, and minimizing untreated
waste. )

e -
”

$1  OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH
' AND THE ENVIRONMENT '

“Thi§ eriterion addresses how an alternative will

protect human health and the environment. This
_ includes an assessment of how human health and
‘= .- environmental risks are properly eliminated,
T reduced or controlled through treatment,
' engmeenng controls, or instltntional controls

VS"’I

“Alternauves 2 and 3 (x.e., the preferred altern_atlve)
wouldboth ‘minimize the "potential- human and
ecologxcal risks associated with- surface ‘soil
€Xposures. Alternative 2 would reduce but not
.'elnmnate precipitation mﬂltratmg to the wastes,
consequently, the potentxal for’ contammant
mlgratmn from waste material to groundwater
would not be minimized. Alternative 3 would
minimize the infiltration of precipitation, thereby
reducing the potential for contaminant migration
from the waste material to groundwater.
Alternatrve 1, the No Action Alternative, would not .
mclude any measures to protect human health or
the environment.

‘82 = COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE oR
'RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE

-—--—--- REQUIREMENTS - =

- .Complxance with Appllcable or Relevant and
’Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) addre
fvgﬂhether or not a remedy eomplles *with state and
“federal envnromnental and “public’ h@ﬁlth l‘a' 5 "and
'requu'ements ‘that: apply or are relevant and

P appropnate to the condxuons and remedlal options

T T ataSpecificsite. o T T e s

© Alternative 3 would provxde the greatest long-term

. exposures, ) sngmﬁeantly reducmg ‘the infilfration . .'
-of precipitation- through’ the cover Tl

,Alternauve 2 would not effectrvely reduce the

“through the cover systéfn- iS ‘expected. “Alteriative”1

- Reduction of Toxicity, Moblhty, or: Volume -of

~as a’principal élemént.” Treatment isa Statutory_
' preferenoe under CERCLA; hiowever, covér ‘systeins
 are often more appropriate for landﬁll sntes S'such as.

Alternative 3 would comply with Part 360 %
requirements for final cover systems governing l
landfill closure. Alternative 2 would comply with i
some but not all Part 360 requirements. Alternative 15;
1 would not comply with Part 360 regulations for i
landfill closure. j

83 LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND
' PERMANENCE

Long-term Effectrveness and Permanence refers to ‘
the ability of an alternative to maintain“reliable

protection of human’ héaith’ and" the *environment l
over trme once remedlal goals are met

‘effectiveness by (1) reducing potenual human health
and ecologu:al risks -associated with*surface’soil

tem,and (3)
reducing the net leaehate d:scharge to the tland.

potennal for contaminant nugratlon to- groundwater )
because only a slight reduction ‘of ‘infiltration

would provide the least long-term protection
because it would not meet any remedxal response
objectrves. - - !

+ .-.y.uJ

PR

84 REDUCI'ION OF TOXICITY, MOBlLlTY, OR
VOLUME OF CONTAMINANTS THROUGH
TREATMENT

Contamxnants through Treatment are- three
principal measures of the overall performance of an
alternatrve. This criterion - essentially does not apply
to the source control alternatives “evaliated for
LF-023 because treatment would not be' employed

ie rcn

LF-023. [
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8.5 SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Short-term Effectiveness refers to the likelihood of
adverse impacts on human health or the
environment during the construction and
implementation of an alternative until remedial
goals are achieved.

No short-term impacts are anticipated for
Alternative 1 because remedial alternatives would
not be implemented. Alternatives 2 and 3 would
result in similar direct short-term impacts to

potential ecological receptors from . clearing and

grubbing activities. These impacts would be
mitigated by. staggering the mowing of the cover
system. This would provide a more diverse plant
community and more food sources and protective
cover fo terrestrial wildlife than frequently mowed
ecological impacts more. effectively because, trees

and shrubs could be planted in addition. to mowing

 the grassed cover system.  Trees-and shrubs-could

not be:planted as a mitigative measure for

Alternative 3 because plant roots, could potentially
reduce the;integrity of the low-permeability barriér

86  IMPLEMENTABILITY - .
Implementability refers to the technical and

,administrative feasibility of an alternative, including
{the availability of materials and services needed to

_ implement the alternative,

The implementability of Alternatives 2 and 3 would ’
-be similar; however, a suitable borrow source for -
the low-permeability hydraulic barrier material must

be identified before implementation of Alternative

3, unless a synthetic liner would be used instead.

Alternative 1 would be readily implementable
because no remedial actions would be conducted.

* ‘Cost includes both the capital (up-front) cost of . -
implementing an alternative and the costs associated -

B 1 N

‘with annual operation and maintenance of the

.balancing
- R [ . i DakiTid 1 bty A0S ity
+Consideration.,of state.and community. comments

aquaﬁveoverthelongte:m,expressedinterpsof

——r - .;.:‘!.....".'.’_‘7.:...'.—..____._...> .

the net present worth of the alternative over its
period of performance (i.e., 30 years).

Alternative 1 would be the least expensive because
it would involve no remedial actions, Alternative 3
would be the most costly of the two cover system
alternatives; however, the increased cost is
associated primarily with the hydraulic barrier cover
materials required by Part 360.

8.8_ STATE ACCEPTANCE

State Acceptance addresses vyvhethegf, based on its
review of the FS and PRAP, the state concurs with,
0pposes, or has no comment on the alternative
Plattsburgh AFB proposes as its remedy for the site.
- - Ed | . . o N - !
89 . COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE e

AT R

Community Accépiancs addrésses whithsr the

~public concurs with Plattsburgh AFE:s PRAD.

Community acceptance of this PRAP" will:ibe
uated bosed G ts received at the public

Alfaiess  dashace E

 meetings’ and diiring thé public comment period.

As discussed, the responses to public comments ‘will
be addressed in a Rmponswen’ss‘ Summary that will
be part of the ROD documenting the seiécted
remedial alternative ‘for LF-023 source control, -

810  SUMMARY

Of the nine criteria, Overall Protection of Human
Health and the Environment and Compliance with
ARARS are considered threshold requircments that
must be met by all remedies. Plattsburgh AFB then
balances its consideration of alternatives against the
following five evaluation criteria: (1) long-term

effectiveness.and permanence; (2) reductions of
toxicity, mobility, or volume._through treatment; -
'(3) short-term -effectivencss; (4) implementability,

-and (5) L0st, State and community concerns are

. CE
op v 4 oaneand, b s LR ALY
as:modifying criteria-factorgd into a"
;of.all criteria, to select a

iy prosip Paabogh AFD (s Sy o o
.the. preferred alternative ‘or decide 't

. & SNt 4AL
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GEEY Lo
a remedy,

1at” another
. n iy mﬂk&é P

alternative provides a more appropriate’t




9.0 RATIONALE FOR PROPOSING THE
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Based on current information and analysis of the FS
report, Plattsburgh AFB believes that the preferred
alternative for LF-023 source control is consistent
with the requirements of the Superfund law and its
amendments, specifically Section 121.of CERCLA,
and to the extent practicable,.the NCP. Alternative
3 would (1) provide overall protection of human
health. and. the environment; (2): comply. with
ARARs-(¢.g., NYSDEC:-Part:360:landfill -closure
' tequirements);:(3):provide:long-térmeffectiveness
and permanence, and (4) have the greatest effect on
reducing the. potential -for. contaminants: from the
landﬁn‘...—-;«.:;:;—.;.- :.:..;‘.:.-—————~m*

Lpnee .o " ‘.
v R ’ AN .

Py e !,

s .

e L o T S PR

: mcludmg direct evaporation and tmnspxranon froms T
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GLOSSARY

Administrative Record: A file established and
maintained in compliance with Section 113(K) of
CERCLA consisting of information upon which the
lead agency bases its final decisions on the selection
of remedial method(s) for a Superfund site. The
Administrative Record is available to the public.

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs): ARARs include any State or Federal
statutes or regulations that pertains to protection of
public health and the environment “in addressing
certain site. conditions or using a particular. remedial
technology .at. a Superfund site. -A-State law, to -
preserve wetland areas is an example of an ARAR.
USEPA must consider whether a remedial
altunanvemeetsARARsaspartofthepromsfor
selecting a remedxal alternative for a Superfund sxte

Comprehenszve Env;ronmental Response,
Compensation, -and : Liability-Act (CERCLA)3—+A-
Fedemllawpassedml%ﬂandmod:ﬁedmﬂ%by
the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization-
Act (SARA): The act requires federal agericies'to
investigate. and remediate. abandoned -or

" uncontrolled hazardous waste- sites.

Coven System: A multi-layer capping system
typically used for closure of landfills. The cover
system usually consists of soil materials, sometimes’
in combination with synthetic materials,'one or

'moreofwhxchreducetheﬂowofwaterthroughthe

cap. The cover system is graded to promote runoff _
of ramfall and snowmelt away from the landﬁll
Dichlorobenzene: Any of a\_é;oup of substxtutxon

products of benzene and two atoms of chlorine;

- used as a germicide, insecticide, or chemical -

intermediate.

Ecological Receptors: Fauna in a given area that
could be affected by contaminants in surface soils, .~ -~ -2
surface water, and/or_ sedxment (e & mammals . '

b“‘ds. l'eptlles, ESh) TR R 3 - |

Evapatmnspxmtwn' Total water. loss from oxl 3




Long e Monitning: ~ Coising 354 sty

Feasibility Study (FS): A report that presents the
development and analysis of remedial alternatives -
that USEPA considers for the remediation of
Superfund sites.

Five-year Site Reviews: Reviews of ongoing
monitoring, inspection, and maintenance programs
conducted at five-year intervals, Five-year site
reviews are required by CERCLA for remedial
actions that result in hazardous substances,

pollutants, or

Groundwater: Water found beneath the carth’s
surface that fills pores between materials such ag
sand, soil, gravel and cracks in bedrock and -often
serves as a principal source of drinking water.

.....
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A-class of naturally

In;;ganic _‘vCompoutvzds.' - » ‘
o¢curring compourids that includes metals, cyanide;
nitratg‘s; sulfates, chlorides, carbonate, bxcarbonate,
and other axide‘complexes’ Swre

. the US. Air Force subcomponent of the Defénse
Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) .that

releases of toxic and hazardous materials.: The
DERPwaswtablishedtodeanuphamrdomwaste
disposal and spill sites at Department of Defense
facilities nationwide. R

.« Institutional Controls: Limitations such as deed or

zoning restrictions established to restrict use of a
contaminated area and reduce the potential for
cxposure (e.g., deed restrictions to prevent the
future installation of drinking water wells at a sité
with contaminated groundwater), e
environmental samples from specific media (eg,
surfacs ‘soils, -sediments,; ‘surface water; groundwater,
and/or air) to monitor quality aceording to.a
specified schedule and duration, such as a 30-year
p‘etidgi\““f"‘ e e . L me _‘1..~.
R , ¢

LamPenneabmgr Permcabil'ityis thepropenyof -

= goil that: measures the ability of water to, pass -
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contaminants remaining at the site.~;

9‘,

-under CERCLA and the Clean Water Act.

through. Therefore, a limited -amount of water
would pass through a low-permeability soil.

National Oil and Hazardoys Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP): The NCP provides the
organizational structure and procedures for
preparing for and responding to discharges of oil
and releases of hazardous substances, pollutants,
and contaminants. The NCP is applicable to
response actions taken pursuant to the authorities

National Priorities List: USEPA’s list of the most
serious uncontrofled or abandoned hazardous waste
sites -identified for possible long-term remedial
action under Superfund.: - ... e e

Net Present Worth: The amount of mbney necessary
to secure the promise of future payment, or s
of.payments, at an assumed interest rate,

Petroleum Hydrocarbons (PHCs): The mixture: of
hydrocarbons and small amounts of other
substances- that make up petroleum. Hydrocarbons
are chemical ..

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs): A group. of
organic chemicals used since 1926 in electric
transformers as insulation and coolants, in
lubricants, carbonless copy paper, adhesives, and
caulking compounds, USEPA banned most uses of
PCBs in 1979. PCBs are persistent in the
environment because they do not break down to
chemicals. If ingested by

damage. PCBs have also caused cancer in lab
animals and have adversely affected the survival
rates and.reproductive success of fish, = =¥ 7:"

Y
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons. (PAH;s): A
group of organic chemicals typically formed during
the.combustion -of hydrocarbon fuel,. butcanalso -
exist naturally-in the environment, PAH; are found
in high concentrations in.urban or industrial areas,
or in the vicinity of airports,. _PAHs are.relatively_

g e

T immobilein;the_cavifonmeat,...Some, PAHscare - =1

orseries - -




believed to cause cancer, while others have not been typically consist of soil, silt, clay, plant matter, and

i

|

observed to produce adverse health effects, - sometimes gravel, l;
Post-closure Plan: A plan specifying the Semi-volatile Organic Compounds (SVOCs): A :
maintenance, monitoring, and inspection activities to group of chemical compounds having a molecular ;
be conducted for a specified period at a hazardous weight greater than 100, These compounds are l'
waste site such as a landfill after it has been cosed. heavier than and generally less volatile than VOCs. |
. . o PAHs are SVOCs that occur naturally or are ’
FPreliminary Assessment: The first stage of the IRP formed by the combustion of hydrocarbon fuel. f
process which is conducted to identify potential Some SVOCs are believed to cause cancer.- j

bazardous waste sites, o o
: Site Inspection (SI): The SI is the second stage of

el
S —————

‘Proposed Remedial Action Plan (PRAP): A public the IRP process which is conducted to confirm the y
document that solicits public input on a_ Presence or absence of contamination at a site, : ”
recommended remedial alternative to be usedata : T
- National Priorities’ List (NPL) site. The PRAP is - Source: Area at a hazardous waste site from which .
- based on information and technical analysis .. contamination originates. o D |
: generated. during the RI/FS. The recommended S : B A
fremcdia]auioncouldbcmodiﬁedorchangedbasedj :  Superfund: CERCLAa-eatedaspecialtaxthfat
' --on public comments and community concerns. . ‘ goes into a Trust Fund, commonly’ known as
‘ - e _ Superfund, to investigate and clean up abandoned
-"Record of Decision (ROD):" A public document that - = - op ‘'uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. . Under the
. .explains the*remedial alternative to be used at a | program, USEPA either: . 1) pays:for site
- National- Priorities List'(NPL) site. The ROD is . - remediation when parties responsible for the -
" based on information and technical analysis contamination cannot be located or are unwilling.or

geacrated during the RUFS and o consideration of unable to perform the work or 2) takes legal actos
. the public, comments and ‘community concerns to force parties responsible for site contamination™to

"received on the PRAP, ~The ROD includes a - clean-up the site or pay back the Federal
. Responsiveness Summary of public comments, government for the cost of the remediation.
' ' . ' Federal Facilities are not eligible for Superfund
- Remedial Action: A long-term action that stops or monies. L
’subMﬁaHyreducesateleaseorthreatofarelease ' A
of hazardous substances that is serious but not an Surface Water: Bodies of water on the surface of
- immediate threat to human health or the the earth, such as rivers, lakes, and streams.
environment, : :
' ' : Terrestrial Wildlife: Organisms living on land (e.g.
Remedial Alternative: An option evaluated to reptiles, small mammals, small birds, .predatory
address the source and/or migration of : mammals, predatory birds). :
contaminants to meet health based remediation T ’ - ’ LTI e
goals. : ommok Vingd-Chloride: -A potentially carcinogenic, ‘
N o ' - flammable, gaseous chemical compound used : jn
i Remedial Investigation (RI): The Remedial o producing some plastics. =t

) ion determines thenatureandextentand . S S S e
- .composition of contamination at a hazardous waste .., Volatile Organic Compound (VOC): A group of

. gite, and assists in ideiiﬁfyih'g”aﬁp’fb”ﬁﬁéte—réﬁeaial' ;" chemical’compounds composed primarily of carbon
" - options for the FS, and hydrogen that are characterized by _their

teadeacy to_evaporate, (or volatilizey:into. theair---— o i e

it e e Eo

Sediment:_ The sand or mud found at the boﬁom”}fﬁfffgggj@@r‘ioﬂfvaam clude-substances-that-— - - o
'Ei_lni’gidéi”dflmes:oﬁwater,.such.as creeks, rivers, 1 ~are” contained _in comimon solvents:(i:e, liquids -

" Sfreams, lakes, swamps, and ponds. Sediments __capable of dissolving other iquids orsolidstoform——————

- = T ey e
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a solution) and cleaning fluids, Some VOCs are
known to cause cancer.

Wetland: An area such as a marsh, bog, and swamp
that is saturated with water long enough each year
to affect the type of soil and vegetation found in the
area. Wetlands are federally protected because they : '
purify water, prevent floods, feed and shelter fish
and wildlife, and offer recreational opportunities,
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